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Abstract 
Evaluation of the Relationship Between Employee Engagement and Student Engagement 
and Student Retention at a Large, Private, Not-for-Profit Research University. Jacqueline 
Anne Travisano, 2016: Applied Dissertation, Nova Southeastern University, Abraham S. 
Fischler College of Education. ERIC Descriptors: Persistence, Academic Achievement, 
Individual Needs, Personnel Needs, Student Needs 
 
Research on employee engagement revealed a positive correlation between employee 
engagement and positive business outcomes. Within a university setting, positive 
business outcomes can be measured and demonstrated through higher-than-benchmarked 
employee engagement, student engagement, and student retention. To effect these desired 
outcomes, the literature revealed the need for employees to work together; to be fully 
invested in their work; and to advance the university’s mission, vision, and core values 
towards positive student success outcomes.  
 
There is a full complement of research regarding employee engagement, student 
retention, and student engagement as specific topics within the literature. A deficiency in 
the literature existed concerning the correlation of these topics as one body of research. 
This study examined these interrelated topics within a large, private, not-for-profit 
research university setting. 
 
Principal components analysis and logistical regression were used to determine the 
relationship between student engagement and student retention, the relationship between 
employee engagement and student retention, and to determine if employee engagement 
and student engagement predict student retention. Study results suggested that student 
engagement alone was not a statistically significant factor in predicting retention at the 
research setting. However, employee engagement was associated with student retention at 
the university level. When analyzed together, both student engagement and employee 
engagement were revealed as a statistically significant predictor of student retention at 
the university level. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
An institution of higher education is judged in part by successfully retaining 
students (Prescott & Simpson, 2004). However, Selingo (2013) revealed, “Only slightly 
more than 50 percent of American students who enter college leave with a bachelor’s 
degree” (p. 9). According to Bok (2013), there is no definitive answer to this ongoing 
challenge. Bok further described that some colleges with similar student bodies and 
resource levels have much higher retention and therefore graduation rates than others. 
Several research studies revealed a positive correlation between employee engagement 
and achieving positive business outcomes (Gallup, 2013; Goel, Gupta, & Rastogi, 2013; 
Harter, Schmidt, & Killham, 2003; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Musgrove, Ellinger, & 
Ellinger, 2014; Quantum Workplace, 2009; Rana, Ardichvili, & Tkachenko, 2014; Shuck 
& Reio, 2011). A study on employee engagement within a higher education setting and 
its impact on student retention was deemed worthy of further examination and performed 
as this dissertation study. 
Statement of the Problem 
The topic. Despite best efforts made by the subject large, private, not-for-profit 
university in the southeastern United States to improve employee engagement, its surveys 
indicated that employee engagement overall had remained flat over the previous 7 years. 
According to internal university reports prepared by Quantum Workplace (n.d.), the 
university’s survey partner and a company that has provided expertise in terms of 
measurement and analysis of employee engagement to more than 5,000 companies, when 
comparing the private university’s overall employee engagement results to peer 
universities, employee engagement lagged by an average of 7 points. When comparing 
the overall engagement results of the private university’s faculty against peer 
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universities’ faculty, there was also a gap in achievement. The peers for the research site 
were specifically chosen for their higher-than-average undergraduate retention rates, 
similar employee size, private and not-for-profit status, and ranking in the top 100 higher 
education institutions in U.S. News and World Report (an aspirational goal of the private 
university). According to internal reports prepared by the university’s Office of 
Institutional Effectiveness, undergraduate student retention for Fall 2012 was 72%, and 
student engagement levels by academic unit ranged from 59% to 88%. This wide range 
of student engagement levels sparked the interest of the writer as a topic for study. As 
calculated by the research setting using data from the Integrated Postsecondary 
Educational Data System, the undergraduate retention rates of the research setting were 
also lower than the same peer universities selected for benchmarking employee 
engagement by an average of 16 percentage points.  
The university is defined by eight core values: academic excellence, student 
centered, integrity, innovation, opportunity, scholarship and research, diversity, and 
community. It has established, in the words of its president, “audacious yet achievable” 
goals for the Year 2020. These goals include improving undergraduate quality as 
measured by entrance admissions criteria, increasing nontuition funding, achieving Very 
High Research Carnegie classification, and receiving recognition as a premiere 
university. 
The research problem. The university must increase its engagement and 
retention of students to meet its own established benchmarks for achievement of its 2020 
goal: 80% for retention and for student engagement, 325 undergraduate students 
participating in its honors program, 1,600 undergraduate students participating in 
community activities, and 3,200 undergraduate students participating in university 
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student organizations. The results of the university’s annual internally developed survey 
of student satisfaction indicated that the most important relationship students have within 
the university is with its faculty. In addition, a goal for the Year 2020 is recognition of 
the university for engaging its students. Lotkowski, Robbins, and Noeth (2004) found 
that the strength of the students’ relationship with their college positively impacted 
retention rates. The problem addressed in this study was flat overall employee 
engagement scores, combined with a gap in engagement when compared to peer 
universities and lower-than-desired student retention rates.  
Setting of the study. The study university was founded as a graduate school in 
1964 in response to an identified need for graduate education and training in its primary 
geographical location. It celebrated its 50th anniversary in 2014. Within this brief span of 
time, the university has grown from its initial class of 17 doctoral students to Fall 2012 
enrollment at the school exceeding 26,800 students. It is unique among colleges and 
universities because of its percentage of graduate and first-professional students (79%) to 
undergraduate students (21%) combined with its classifications by the Carnegie 
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. A search of the 2012 Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System data revealed that the university has the highest 
percentage of graduate enrollment of all universities with a High Research Activity 
classification. The university has earned recognition not only for being designated a 
Hispanic-Serving Institution by the U.S. Department of Education but also for achieving 
the classifications of High Research Activity and the elective category of Community 
Engaged by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching.  
In 2012, the university employed 3,833 full-time employees. Of this total, 816 
were full-time faculty, and the remainder were staff and administrators. Women represent 
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50% of faculty and the majority of full-time employees (62%). The university’s student 
body, programmatic offerings, and geographical locations are similarly diverse in 
composition. In 2012, classes were offered in 16 states and 14 countries. The university is 
a minority-majority university with only 35% of total enrollment reporting as White non-
Hispanic men and women and the remainder from various ethnic-minority categories 
including Black non-Hispanic, Hispanic, Asian or Pacific Islander, and other smaller 
subsets. In addition to its 315-acre main campus, the university operates seven regional 
campuses throughout Florida and an additional regional campus in Puerto Rico.  
The university is widely recognized as being among the pioneers of distance 
education, offering its first distance-education programs in 1972. Now, it provides its 
students with a full complement of programmatic formats including on-site, online, and 
hybrid courses. The degree-granting academic units represented by the university during 
the study period included colleges of osteopathic medicine, optometry, dentistry, 
pharmacy, nursing and health sciences, medical sciences, business, and arts and sciences; 
schools of graduate humanities and social sciences, computer and information services, 
and education; centers for psychological studies, oceanography, and law; and an institute 
for the study of human service, health, and justice. During the study period, only four 
academic units offered undergraduate degrees: the colleges of arts and sciences, business, 
education, and nursing and health sciences.  
Background and justification. According to Lotkowski et al. (2004), 
demonstrating institutional commitment to students is one way to increase student 
engagement and thereby increase student retention rates. The researchers posited that 
both academic and nonacademic needs of students, including social and emotional, must 
be addressed to increase student retention. Christian, Garza, and Slaughter (2011) found a 
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great conceptual difference between employees investing in the performance of work 
tasks and job or organizational satisfaction. Furthermore, employee engagement was 
found to be aligned closely with task-specific motivation and further enhanced when 
task-related goals are met and employees are enabled to perform extrarole behaviors 
outside of their job descriptions (Christian et al., 2011). Demonstrating an institutional 
commitment to students by university employees is more than just performing duties such 
as teaching a class or processing a student payment; it is demonstrating behaviors and 
living out core values of student centeredness and attentiveness to students’ academic and 
nonacademic needs that go beyond an individual’s job description (Lotkowski et al., 
2004). As noted by Christian et al., “Individuals who are engaged experience a 
connection with their work on multiple levels” (p. 94). This multilevel connection 
benefits the organization. 
Deficiencies in the evidence. A literature review on the subject of student 
retention yielded a full complement of scholarly articles addressing the subject. A similar 
body of literature is available on the subject of employee engagement and student 
engagement. Scholars such as Alexander and Gardner (2009); Song, Kolb, Lee, and Kim 
(2012); Shuck, Rocco, and Albornoz (2011); and Tinto (1993) and research results from 
nationally recognized entities such as Gallup (2013) and Quantum Workplace (2009) 
demonstrate the full body of research and literature related to employee engagement, 
student retention, and student engagement as separate subjects of study within higher 
education. However, there is a deficiency in the research that specifically correlates 
employee engagement to student retention and student engagement to student retention 
with an examination of common themes that arise as a result. 
A query of 29 databases using keywords of student retention, academic 
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persistence, or school holding power (as identified by the databases as being related 
terms for search purposes) and employee engagement or employee involvement (as 
identified by the databases as being a related term for search purposes) yielded only two 
results. The first was specific to college graduation rates in the state of Kentucky by 
2020. The second addressed employee engagement and student persistence within only 
one graduate online program. The lack of sufficient research correlating employee 
engagement to student retention and student engagement is an opportunity warranting 
further study. This particular study was necessary to add to the body of available research 
and benefits a full audience. 
Audience. All of the university’s administrative employees, leaders, faculty, and 
students (and their families) would be positively impacted by a high level of employee 
engagement. Students and their families, in particular, could benefit from increased 
retention rates. Results from this study also increase the knowledge base of other higher 
education entities striving to increase their enrollment and student retention outcomes. 
Notably, the results of this study add to the limited scholarly literature available on the 
subject of employee engagement, student engagement, and student retention together as a 
body of research. 
Definition of Terms 
For the purpose of this study, the term employee within the research setting 
includes its faculty, staff, and administration. 
Employee engagement refers to the extent to which individuals invest themselves 
fully in the performance of their work (Christian et al., 2011). Similarly, it is described as 
“a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication 
and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002, p. 74) or “the 
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harnessing of organization members’ selves to their work roles” (Musgrove et al., 2014, 
p. 153). Thaliath and Thomas (2012) described employee engagement as “a heightened 
connection between employees and their work, their organization, or the people they 
work for or with” (p. 1). Within the literature, employee engagement is also referred to as 
work engagement or workplace engagement (Shuck, 2011). 
Graduate and first-professional student retention is calculated by identifying the 
first-semester fall cohort of these students and examining whether the students within the 
cohort return to the research setting for the next fall semester.  
Student engagement is the extent to which the student is fully invested, through 
involvement, in the academic and social life of the university (Tinto, 2012). 
Traditional undergraduate students, as defined by the university, are first-time-in-
college students, including transfer students. 
Undergraduate student retention refers to the persistence of a traditional student 
enrolled in a bachelor’s (or equivalent) degree-seeking program from the first fall 
semester of coursework to the next fall semester of coursework at the same institution of 
higher education and is measured as a percentage (National Center for Education 
Statistics, n.d.).  
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was threefold: to determine (a) the relationship between 
employee engagement and student retention at a large, private, not-for-profit university; 
(b) the relationship between employee engagement and student retention at the 
university; and (c) the extent to which employee engagement and student engagement 
predict student retention at the university. The study used a quantitative methodology. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
Purpose Statement 
An inquiry of any seasoned higher education employee regarding the factors 
contributing to student retention and employee engagement could reveal numerous 
varying opinions. Tinto (1993) found that factors contributing to student retention 
included, but were not limited to, the skills and disposition of individuals entering college 
as well as the students’ level of commitment and ability to adjust to college. These factors 
impact academic success, student motivation and engagement, homesickness, and 
relationships with peers and faculty. Higher education industry discussions within recent 
history have identified other factors as issues facing higher education goal attainment, 
including the perceived value of education and cost (Bennett & Wilezol, 2013). However, 
completing a higher education degree remains a positive factor for such measurements as 
overall lifetime earnings, quality and length of life, acceptance of diversity, and 
community engagement (Selingo, 2013). 
Gallup (2013) noted that factors that contribute positively to employee 
engagement include selecting the right people for the job, investment in the development 
of employees’ strengths, and the enhancement of employees’ well-being. The Gallup 
Institute for Campus Engagement (2006) stated, “Without engagement, dramatic 
institutional improvement is unachievable” (p. 3). According to Gaul (2013), to effect 
employee engagement takes a coordinated effort among employees, managers, and 
organizational leadership. The study university determined, through its Quality 
Enhancement Plan required for ongoing accreditation by the Southern Association for 
Colleges and Schools, that student engagement, a component of student retention, could 
be enhanced through greater employee engagement. According to Lotkowski et al. 
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(2004), increased student retention rates are indicators of students’ relationship to college 
and university commitment, social support, and involvement.  
Conceptual Framework 
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. Well-recognized psychologist Abraham Maslow 
is often referred to within the literature for his hierarchy of needs theory for individuals. 
As described by Ozguner and Ozguner (2014), Maslow’s theory posited that individuals, 
with limited exceptions, need to satisfy a pyramid of goals not only to sustain themselves, 
but also to further evolve from a basic level of need to higher levels of needs and 
ultimately to flourish. Within their description of the pyramid, Ozguner and Ozguner 
noted five levels of need satisfaction. The pyramid structure begins with the most basic 
physiological needs at the bottom, needs recognized as those of a lower order, including 
physiological, safety, and social needs. The top of the pyramid shows needs of a higher 
order, such as the need for esteem and self-actualization. The guiding principle was 
described by Maslow as “what a man can be, he must be” (Maslow, 1943, p. 382). 
Through a literature review, these formative elements of need satisfaction can be linked 
to employee engagement, student engagement, and student retention. 
Employee engagement. As noted by Shuck and Wollard (2010), “The popularity 
of the book First Break All the Rules helped the term employee engagement become an 
overnight sensation.” (p. 90). The statement is seemingly correct, as the body of literature 
available on employee engagement is more than robust, with a comprehensive database 
search yielding thousands of results. One theme on the subject demonstrated that research 
results indicated positive correlations of employee engagement to positive business 
outcomes such as financial performance (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Shuck & Reio, 
2011). Another theme of the research demonstrated the correlation of employee 
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engagement to positive outcomes such as organizational behavior, reduced turnover, 
motivation, and better job performance (Goel et al., 2013; Harter et al., 2003; Musgrove 
et al., 2014; Ozguner & Ozguner, 2014; Rana et al., 2014). The framework that writers 
identified that binds much of the research together is that employees have expectations of 
and needs from their employer. As one need is met, a higher level need can be addressed 
(Ozguner & Ozguner, 2014). As the literature review demonstrated, depending upon how 
successful the employer is at addressing these expectations and needs, employee 
engagement is affected. A manager needs his or her employees to be engaged because, as 
noted by Ozguner and Ozguner (2014), his or her success is dependent upon employees’ 
achievement of organizational purpose. 
Sarti (2014) studied the impact of leadership styles on employee engagement, 
noting three dimensions of engagement: dedication, vigor, and absorption. Leaders 
“should have the capability to implement diverse styles of leadership simultaneously” 
(Sarti, 2014, p. 205). The differences in the three dimensions of engagement noted by 
Sarti are the focus of the employee. Organization is the focus closely aligned with 
dedication, the job duties are aligned with vigor, and job tasks are aligned with 
absorption.  
Smith (2014) examined two leadership styles. In the first, participative leadership, 
supervisors look for ways to ensure that their employees are given a voice in decision 
making. The second, instrumental leadership, occurs when supervisors ensure what is 
expected of employees, including what procedures must be followed and what tasks must 
be completed, by whom, and when. The research results revealed that a participatory 
leader had a significant positive effect on vigor and dedication, whereas an instrumental 
leader would not significantly impact dedication but significantly impacted vigor and 
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absorption. To impact all three dimensions of work engagement, a leader must 
demonstrate the ability to be both participatory and instrumental simultaneously. 
Without good communication, as noted by Goel et al. (2013), employee 
engagement is not possible. Song et al. (2012) studied the impact of leadership, 
particularly the role of transformational leadership, on organizational knowledge within 
six for-profit, Fortune 100 Korean companies. Song et al. defined engagement using three 
descriptors: “vigor, dedication, and absorption” (p. 66). Transformational leaders, the 
researchers described, can motive their employees by harnessing their high levels of 
positive energy. The transformational leader has four characteristics: the ability to 
influence, to motivate employees, to stimulate employees intellectually, and to be 
considerate of individuals. A transformational leader can transfer, or as an additional 
descriptor, channel, his or her energy throughout the organization to employees. Rich, 
Lepine, and Crawford (2010) posited, “In engagement, organization members harness 
their full selves in active, complete work role performance by driving personal energy 
into physical, cognitive, and emotional labors” (p. 619). Song et al. found that employees 
of a transformational leader benefit by having a more energized state while performing 
their work. Furthermore, their findings revealed a statistically significant link between 
transformational leadership, descriptors of employee engagement, and organizational 
knowledge. 
Shuck et al. (2011), Macey and Schneider (2008), and Ozguner and Ozguner 
(2014) underscored the importance of Maslow’s theory of motivation as it related to 
employee engagement. Shuck et al. noted that the highest level of need, self-
actualization, is achieved by engaged employees when their work becomes part of how 
they identify themselves. Macey and Schneider defined this realization as “state 
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engagement” and characterized it as “feelings of passion, energy, enthusiasm, and 
activation” (p. 24). Ozguner and Ozguner recognized self-actualization as achieving a 
combination of creative and challenging work, a voice in decision making, and flexibility 
and autonomy. 
Through a qualitative review of more than 80 documents and articles containing a 
2009 Forbes Most Admired company’s name and the words employee engagement or 
engagement, Shuck et al. (2011) identified several themes as important to employee 
engagement, including recruitment practices, ensuring that new hires “matched desired 
job and personality related variables” (p. 306), and management practices including 
“open lines of communication” (p. 306). When exploring employee engagement from the 
employee’s perspective, an integrated model of employee engagement was preferred. 
Findings linked the importance of relationships within the workplace and the impact the 
employees’ direct manager has on the level of engagement and employee experiences. 
“Relationships and feeling connected to their work” impacted the results of research 
participants’ experience at work (Shuck et al., 2011, p. 309). As managers have a 
significant impact on organizational culture, the researchers encouraged the creation of a 
supportive environment for managers and employees to foster learning to increase 
employee engagement. Finally, Shuck et al. noted that negative perceptions of the work 
climate forced workers just to survive: “Survival, emotionally, socially, and physically, is 
at the core of employee disengagement” (p. 310). In other words, when employees are 
forced to spend their energy just to survive, they will be unable to rise to achievement of 
higher levels of needs. 
Within the context of employee engagement, Barrick, Mount, and Li (2013) found 
that employees’ personality and situational roles jointly influence employee motivation 
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and behavior. Within their study, purposefulness was linked with higher order goals. 
Findings from the study revealed that meaningfulness at work is experienced from four 
higher order goals: communication, status, autonomy and growth, and achievement. 
Furthermore, Barrick et al. then correlated their four higher order goals to Maslow’s 
(1943) hierarchy of needs and found that communication was similar to belongingness, 
status was related to esteem, and both autonomy and growth and achievement were 
related to the need for self-actualization. 
Shuck and Rose (2013) studied the conditions that must exist to nurture employee 
performance. Furthering the discussion of Barrick et al. (2013) regarding the achievement 
of meaningfulness at work as important, Shuck and Rose examined meaningfulness at 
work as an outcome of employee engagement. Describing that “employees give to the 
organization what they perceive they receive in return” (p. 343), Shuck and Rose posited 
that engagement is in “constant flow” (p. 343) and that employees who do not perceive 
their work as meaningful will simply disengage from their work. Shuck and Rose offered 
three components to meaningful work: “contribution, influence, and reward” (p. 345). 
Contribution involves employees feeling that their work will make a difference. Influence 
involves employees feeling that their involvement will have an impact. Rewards are 
tangible (e.g., bonuses) and intangible (e.g., praise from a superior) as well as intrinsic 
(e.g., being at work feels good) and extrinsic (e.g., a certificate of high performance). 
In a study of the relationship between investments in employees through 
additional resources, Barbier, Hansez, Chmiel, and Demerouti (2013) found that 
“changes in performance expectations predict future work engagement” (p. 759). The 
findings appeared to encourage managers to raise expectations of their employees to 
increase engagement. In addition, Barbier et al. found that when employers raise 
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performance expectations, employees are challenged to meet the higher expectations. As 
a precursor, employees need to increase their motivation to achieve the goal of higher 
performance, with increased employee engagement a result of this effort.  
The subject university embarked on a journey towards professional development 
of its managers in 2010 through the creation of a mandatory leadership-training program 
for all supervisors who lead teams of three or more people. The leadership-training 
program is unit-specific blind. Regardless of where an employee works at the university, 
if he or she supervises three or more people, participation is required. The program has 
five modules that address manager competencies: Communication in the Workplace, 
Conflict Resolution, Performance Management, Visioning and Planning, and Project 
Management. Through the training, managers receive support from the institution’s own 
faculty on how to improve in these areas; the university’s expectation is that they will be 
better managers and leaders and, as a result and by example, lead more motivated and 
engaged employees.  
Assessment of the leadership-training program is ongoing; however, unstructured 
interviews, surveys, and pre- and posttests with employees who have participated have 
provided positive feedback about the program. Several adjustments have been made to 
the program from the feedback received, including location and timing of the training and 
an online module. University administrators’ expectation is that the outcome of this 
interdisciplinary participation will satisfy managers’ need for belonging, as participants 
are from all units within the organization, and provide managers with the professional 
tools necessary to foster a culture of employee engagement as well as provide 
opportunities for networking and sharing best practices.  
Kahn and Heaphy (2013) noted that safety, a basic need identified by Maslow, is 
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a prerequisite of employee engagement. About safety, employees must believe they can 
express their thoughts without fear of repercussion from their employer (Shuck, 2011). 
To reiterate, Shuck et al. (2011) identified “open lines of communications” (p. 306) as 
one of two themes related to employee engagement; further, Johnson (2014) noted that a 
mutual trust between employee and employer is important. Satisfaction of this 
fundamental need for safety is an essential ingredient for employee engagement (Shuck, 
2011). 
Smith (2014) went so far as to translate Maslow’s hierarchy of needs into a 
hierarchy of needs related to employee engagement. As he described, receiving monetary 
compensation for work performed is a form of satisfying the need to survive. Employees 
who are merely surviving are described as disengaged, the lowest level of employee 
engagement. Steady work satisfies the need to have security, the next level of employee 
engagement; however, at this point in the hierarchy, the employee is still not engaged. 
Organizational group culture, particularly those who work in teams and whose employers 
develop a culture in which employees feel valued, satisfies the need for belonging. This is 
the point where employee engagement begins to take root and develop. When employees 
arrive at a point where they believe their work contributes positively to the organization, 
the need to feel important is satisfied; as a result, the employee is in an engaged state. 
Finally, the top of the hierarchy is for employees who are highly engaged. These 
employees have a high degree of self-actualization and are committed to doing more for 
their organizations and the people within them. 
Noting the importance of having employees feel valued, Claxton (2014) examined 
what employees need to know in order to experience a feeling of being valued. The 
concept is complex because, as noted by Claxton, a sense of value “can be seen as both a 
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driver to employee engagement and an outcome of employee engagement” (p. 189). 
Through an analysis of data gathered during semiconstructed interviews, Claxton found 
three interrelated dimensions that support an employee feeling valued: having an 
authentic sense of pride, working alongside altruistically oriented people with a shared 
purpose, and having servant leadership. Further simplified, to experience a feeling of 
value, an employee needs to know he or she is working with caring, supportive 
colleagues and leaders who are willing to sacrifice individual gain or recognition for the 
well-being of the team and each other. 
A linkage exists between employee engagement in a healthy service climate and 
customer loyalty. For example, Salanova, Agut, and Peiro (2005) studied both customers 
and employees from 114 for-profit service units. Salanova et al. developed a model that 
depicts the flow-of-service climate as having input from (a) organizational resources, 
including training, autonomy, and technology, and (b) work engagement, including the 
vigor, dedication, and absorption of its employees. Although this may be considered 
taboo by some within the higher education industry, as students are not typically referred 
to as customers, one could infer from this research that students, as consumers of higher 
education, would benefit from a reciprocal relationship of a healthy service climate 
within a university setting by increased loyalty (retention). Salanova et al. found a 
“reciprocal effect between service climate and customer loyalty” (p. 1224). That is, the 
greater the service climate as reported by employees, the greater the customer loyalty as 
reported by customers. 
Goel et al. (2013) examined the aspects of the work environment that were drivers 
for employee engagement within one for-profit company in India. Goel et al. noted, 
“Engaged people are more productive, have less absenteeism and provide better customer 
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service compared to their disengaged counterparts” (p. 6). Engaged employees 
demonstrated six interrelated behaviors: “pride within the organization; an understanding 
of mission, vision, and goals; a positive attitude; belief in the organization’s products and 
services; belief in their organization’s commitment to employees doing well;   and a 
willingness to be a team player” (Goel et al., 2013, p. 12). Goel et al. also stressed the 
importance of the emotional connection between employer and employees, noting that 
engagement means “reaching the heart” (p. 6), in order to affect the extra discretionary 
effort needed to be an engaged employee. The for-profit company examined within their 
study had an engagement ratio of 10.5:1; every 11th employee did not exhibit a 
perception of engagement. The research findings suggested a need for improvement in 
recognition of employee accomplishments, particularly by managers within the 
organization, and communication. Goel et al. provided critical context for employee 
engagement with their statement, “There should not be a gap between what workers say, 
what they want from an organization and what they get. This leads to disengagement” (p. 
18).  
Johnson (2014) similarly noted a “disconnect between research-based knowledge 
of best practices in employee engagement and what is practiced in most business 
organizations” (p. 102). Johnson’s qualitative research studied 956 organizations within 
the United States recognized by Glassdoor Top 20 Best Places to Work in 2013. A 
content analysis was conducted using the recognition, empowerment, supportive 
feedback, partnering, expectations, consideration, and trust (RESPECT) model of 
employee engagement (Marciano, as cited in Johnson, 2014). These RESPECT 
components were the basis for Johnson’s analysis of employee review statements from 
these organizations. The findings of the study supported the RESPECT model as it 
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related to employee engagement. However, Johnson noted other critical aspects of 
importance not included in the RESPECT model. Other items that mattered to employees 
within the study included work that makes a difference and is perceived as interesting; 
serving on teams in which an employee can learn; an organizational culture of openness 
and inclusion that supports feelings of trust, fair treatment, and value; and leadership. 
Shuck and Wollard (2010) raised an important consideration in their research: 
“where the decision to become engaged develops” (p. 102). An employee’s decision to 
become engaged is personal and individualized. Engagement cannot be forced upon an 
employee or purchased. Rather, the road to an engaged workforce starts with “one 
employee’s experience of work at a time” (Shuck & Wollard, 2010, p. 102). Furthermore, 
Shuck and Wollard noted that employers should consider how decisions on strategy, 
policies, procedures, and other operational items that impact employees will affect their 
work and to reject the context of broad planning as a starting point. 
Undergraduate student retention. The financial implications of a college or 
university with low undergraduate retention rates are significant (Cochran, Campbell, 
Baker, & Leeds, 2014). There are also implications for students who choose to stay in 
school, such as a lost opportunity to register for a needed course that was occupied by a 
student who was not retained (Cochran et al., 2014). Given these circumstances, many 
institutions focus their resources on the undergraduate students’ 1st year of college 
(Tinto, 2012). These resources include, but are not limited to, recruitment, marketing, 
admissions, advising, financial aid, social outreach, and academic programming specific 
to the 1st-year student. Some of the issues with student retention can be controlled by the 
university; others, homesickness, for example, cannot (Young-Jones, Burt, Dixon, & 
Hawthorne, 2013). As noted by Tinto (2012), the university has an obligation, once 
19 
 
 
having enrolled a student, to ensure individual students’ success as defined by graduation. 
The challenge for higher education, regardless of whether referring to an undergraduate 
or graduate program, is to meet student needs. As the world is changing, the needs of 
students are evolving with the times. Examples of student needs that have changed over 
time include high-speed Internet access for multiple technology devices, multifunctional 
classrooms, globalization of access to higher education and increased international 
enrollment, and access to mental health services (Gansemer-Topf, 2013).  
Prescott and Simpson (2004) examined students’ expectations based on Maslow’s 
hierarchy of needs. Prescott and Simpson found through a quantitative study of 
withdrawal that two time periods were the most susceptible to undergraduate student 
attrition: (a) during the first 2 weeks of a new period of study and (b) right after the study 
period ends. Unstructured qualitative student interviews of 1st-year students revealed an 
evolution of student expectations similar to Maslow’s (1943) hierarchy of needs. 
Furthermore, Prescott and Simpson found a fundamental primary need that must be 
satisfied was environmental conditions, which when not satisfied, caused students anxiety 
and prohibited evolution to higher level needs of motivation and goal attainment. 
Examples of these environmental conditions included enrolling late, knowing where 
classes were located, asking for and receiving information, completing assignments on 
time, and attending class regularly. The findings of the research suggested that once the 
environmental conditions were met, students moved on to their highest need, academic 
success; however, when environmental conditions were not satisfied at the very 
beginning of a student’s academic journey, the student could not move on to the next 
level of need and ultimately would not be retained. 
According to Brookman (1989), Maslow’s hierarchy of needs is linked to 
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undergraduate student motivation and retention. Brookman’s research encouraged 
ensuring that students’ safety needs are met and providing students with a sense of 
purpose to increase motivation, with student retention as a positive result of these efforts. 
Faculty are identified as those within a university setting with “respect for the desire to 
know and understand that is latent within each student” (Brookman, 1989, p. 71). 
Brookman encouraged a faculty mentor program to identify what is latent within a 
student so that higher needs can emerge. Through the faculty mentor program, students 
can experience having the sense of purpose necessary for goal-oriented behavior to result. 
The ultimate goal is the completion of students’ educational program.  
Kadin (1999) studied the impact on undergraduate student involvement in 
curriculum and its linkage to Maslow’s need to belong, using demographics of racial and 
ethnic minorities, nonheterosexual students, and disabled students. Kadin hypothesized 
that minority undergraduate students would feel a lesser sense of belonging when it came 
to the curriculum, and as a result, a lower sense of self-esteem, the highest level of 
Maslow’s hierarchy of needs. The study results revealed that minority undergraduate 
students did perceive a lesser sense of belonging in the school curriculum; however, their 
self-esteem was not impacted by this.  
Chaden (2013) noted the importance of faculty as a component of undergraduate 
student retention: “Faculty, more than anyone else, deliver an institution’s promise, one 
course at a time” (p. 91). This is further supported by Tinto (2012), who noted that within 
the classroom, engagement between faculty and students is formalized, and by Kalsbeek 
(2013a), who noted, “Academic progress is at the core of retention strategy” (p. 6). 
Recently, the President of the United States has called for greater accountability in higher 
education (White House, 2013). As revealed by Schneider (2010) in a study for the 
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American Institutes for Research, federal and state governments have spent 
approximately $9 billion in grants and aid to students who left school before their 
sophomore year during a 5-year period from 2003–2008. Faculty hold a significant role 
in achieving academic outcomes and play a vital role in the new accountability 
environment (Chaden, 2013). However, Kalsbeek (2013b) posited that faculty must 
perceive their importance to retention as a part of teaching and learning, not an additional 
duty or responsibility. 
Another body of research identified university library usage as critical to 
undergraduate student retention. Soria, Fransen, and Nackerud (2013) studied the 
relationship between specific types of library usage and undergraduate student retention 
and achievement within a large, public research university. Data for the study were 
gathered through student log-in information and student participation in various library- 
offered and course-integrated services. Specific demographic information was isolated in 
order to control possible influences on the study results. Soria et al. found “significant 
differences” (p. 154) in the cumulative grade point average (GPA) between 1st-year 
students who utilized library services versus those who did not, with those who did 
earning a 0.23 percentage-point higher GPA. Findings for retention suggested that 
“students who had used the library at least once during their fall semester were 1.54 times 
more likely to return the following semester [and that] students enrolled in the Intro to 
Library Research Part 2 course were 7.08 times more likely to return” (Soria et al., 2013, 
p. 155). The findings of the research suggested that library usage addressed a student’s 
basic need for access to information while having positive academic outcomes. 
Some higher education institutions have tried summer bridge programs to impact 
undergraduate student retention. These programs provide first-time-in-college 
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undergraduate students the opportunity to acclimate to social and academic life on 
campus prior to starting their first fall of coursework. Research is mixed as to the 
effectiveness of the programs. As studied by Cabrera, Miner, and Milem (2013), 
outcomes from a summer bridge program pointed to positive student retention before 
controls for 1st-year college experiences were added. A longitudinal study of a large 
research university’s summer bridge program revealed that student participation was a 
significant, positive predictor of student retention when controlling for student 
characteristics. The study found that high school GPA was the strongest predictor of 1st-
year GPA. However, “after adding controls to the study of  1st-year college experiences, 
the impact of the summer bridge program became non-significant” (Cabrera, 2013, p. 
490). Cabrera et al. concluded the most significant effect of the summer bridge program 
likely was indirect. 
Another type of program designed to impact undergraduate student retention is 
the creation of an early alert program. These programs are designed to notify certain 
individuals within the college or university regarding students who are failing to meet 
certain established criteria, and such programs take on many models (Tampke, 2013). 
The concept is that an early action can be taken to intervene and interact with the student 
as to the possible cause of the problem and work towards the elimination of any barriers 
to success identified by the student (Tampke, 2013). A sample of criteria for an early 
alert measurement include attendance, performance on exams, completion of 
assignments, and class participation. Research results as to the effectiveness of an early 
alert program were somewhat limited by the fact that only those students who were 
referred through the early alert were examined; thus, a control group was lacking. The 
results of Tampke’s study did reveal, however, a positive association to student success 
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when faculty made personal outreach to an early-alert-identified student.  
Graduate and doctoral student retention. With regard to graduate students, 
Stagg and Kimmins (2014) posited, “There is little difference in the types of assistance 
[graduate] students require to complete their coursework when compared to their 
undergraduate counterparts, yet the focus on the postgraduate cohort is disproportionately 
low” (p. 142). Brill, Balcanoff, Land, Gogarty, and Turner (2014) noted that unlike 
undergraduate student retention, a comprehensive nationwide database for graduate 
students did not exist. Therefore, comparisons of graduate student retention from one 
university to another were limited at best. When there is no external requirement to track 
this information, there is no motivation on the part of the university to do so. Within their 
study, Brill et al. examined reasons for what they described as a “50% attrition rate 
among doctoral candidates internationally” (p. 26). The researchers noted that as doctoral 
students move from required coursework to their dissertation stage, they evolve as 
independent scholars. The demands on a graduate student’s time and increased 
responsibilities require a recognition of the balance and time-management skills 
necessary to complete the program. Brill et al. performed a comprehensive literature 
review and offered the following as best practices for doctoral student retention: 
recognition of the importance of time management and balancing personal and academic 
demands, cohort or learning communities as a programmatic design that identify the 
journey necessary to evolve as an independent scholar and combat feelings of isolation, 
effective faculty mentorship, and attention to online students’ needs for learning new 
ways of interacting. 
Within their study of student retention in an online graduate nursing program, 
Gazza and Hunker (2014) noted that although the convenience of online education 
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“meets the needs of many nursing professionals, it poses unique challenges” (p. 1125). 
The researchers echoed the sentiment of Brill et al. (2014) that a nationwide database of 
graduate-student retention data available for comparison is lacking. Within their study, 
Gazza and Hunker sought to identify successful strategies for retaining graduate student 
nurses in an online program environment. The results revealed numerous 
recommendations as best practices for enhanced retention of online graduate students in 
nursing centered around three themes: social presence, program and course quality, and 
individual student characteristics. A sample of these items included (a) ensuring that 
faculty and staff interacting with students realized the importance of relationship building 
in an online environment, (b) ensuring that students realized the technology skills 
necessary for success, (c) establishing virtual office hours and virtual social 
environments, (d) establishing a continuous quality-improvement model for courses and 
programs, (e) evaluating time-management skills as an attribute for review within 
admissions criteria, and (f) providing effective technology support. 
Student engagement. Kuh (2013) is a widely recognized scholar on the subject 
of student engagement and student success. Examples of programs positively impacting 
students, according to Kuh, include living-learning communities, integration of in-class 
and out-of-class experiences that connect students to the college or university mission, 
1st-year experience programs, undergraduate research programs, and experiential 
learning. Kuh defined these programs as high-impact programs based upon National 
Survey of Student Engagement survey results from three higher education organizations:  
When practices are designed for broad or almost universal student engagement, 
they help solidify the connection of students to their chosen college or university. 
And when these practices line up with the articulated values and goals of the 
institution, the distinctive brand or mission is strengthened and the promise to 
students is fulfilled. (p. 87) 
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Academic advising is a component of the college experience for most 
undergraduate students. Some higher education institutions require interaction with an 
academic advisor before a student can perform required tasks such as register for classes. 
The question examined by Young-Jones et al. (2013) was whether advising impacts a 
student’s success in college. The researchers posited that academic advising can facilitate 
student engagement by being the connection between a student’s behavior and items that 
the institution can control (such as registration). For their study, over 600 undergraduate 
students were surveyed about their perceptions and expectations of academic advising, 
with demographic information also collected. Findings revealed that academic advising 
has a favorable impact upon “all facets of a student’s academic experience, ranging from 
the development of self-efficacy to practical applications of study skills” (Young-Jones et 
al., 2013, p. 15). Young-Jones et al. encouraged institutions to leverage academic 
advising as “a resource and relationship through which institutions can potentially 
enhance retention through supporting students” (p. 15). 
Synthesis of the Findings 
The literature review demonstrated evidence that the formative elements of needs 
satisfaction can be linked to employee engagement, student engagement, and student 
retention. A common theme that emerged from the literature review was that employees 
and students are simply human beings with increasing levels of needs. These needs must 
be met in order to achieve their highest potential. As revealed by Ozguner and Ozguner 
(2014), as one need is met, a higher level need can be addressed. The literature review 
demonstrated that when employers are successful in meeting employee needs, employee 
engagement is positively affected. Similarly, when student needs are met, student 
engagement, achievement, and persistence are positively affected.  
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Need for Further Research 
A comprehensive literature review yielded only one scholarly article linking 
student retention and employee engagement. This research by Betts (2009) focused on 
online education in one master’s program at Drexel University. The researcher examined 
the effectiveness of the Online Human Touch program within the Master of Science in 
Higher Education. The program stressed the importance of training and support to engage 
both part-time and full-time faculty in the program in order to retain and engage faculty; 
by doing so, the program influenced positive student retention and student engagement. 
The program design was formed around five principles: data-driven decision making, 
faculty development, community development, personalized communication, and faculty 
engagement. As a result of the study, Betts found student retention results at 83% and 
faculty retention and engagement results at 93%; Betts attributed this success to the 
Online Human Touch program.  
Online education continues to grow as modality for teaching and learning. A 
benefit to online education is the lack of restriction on space and time for this type of 
modality (Gazza & Hunker, 2014). Over one third of all students enrolled were taking at 
least one online class as part of their academic program in 2012 versus approximately 
10% in 2002 (Allen & Seaman, 2014). Betts’s (2009) research was important but limited 
in scope, as it examined not only one program but also only one modality for teaching 
and learning; Betts focused on faculty retention and engagement versus engagement of all 
university employees. The research did not examine the linkage between student 
retention and employee engagement for ground-based instruction, still the primary 
modality for teaching and student learning 
Clearly, further research is needed on the correlation between employee 
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engagement and student retention. The literature review was unable to identify any 
scholarly articles that addressed both subjects within ground-based programs. In addition, 
the literature review was unable to identify any scholarly articles that addressed both 
subjects within undergraduate programs or addressing student engagement as an 
additional component of the study. The current research did so within the setting of a 
large research university described as complex for its multiple modalities; geographical 
locations; and scope of graduate, first-professional, and undergraduate programmatic 
offerings.  
Research Questions 
Three research questions were established to guide this study: 
1. What is the relationship between student engagement and student retention at a 
large, private, not-for-profit university? 
2. What is the relationship between employee engagement and student retention at 
a large, private, not-for-profit university? 
3. To what extent do employee engagement and student engagement predict 
student retention at a large, private, not-for-profit university? 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
 This chapter presents the specific procedures used to measure the relationship 
between employee and student engagement to predict student retention at a large, private, 
not-for-profit university. To determine the relationship between engagement and student 
retention, three criteria were analyzed: (a) student engagement, (b) employee 
engagement, and (c) student retention. These three criteria were related to survey results 
on engagement as performed by the university researchers in association with the Gallup 
Organization and Quantum Workplace during the 2011-2012 academic year. The study 
compared these relationships by using logistic regression to determine the relationship 
between the dependent variable, student retention, and the independent variables of 
student engagement and employee engagement.  
Logistic Regression 
Logistic regression models were used to predict the relationship between the 
dependent variable and each independent variable. To answer the first two research 
questions, two simple logistic regression equations were used: one equation for the 
relationship between student engagement and student retention, and one for the 
relationship between employee engagement and student retention. To answer Research 
Question 3, a multiple logistic regression equation examined the relationship between 
student engagement and employee engagement against student retention. Engagment was 
measured by the university-developed survey in association with the Gallup Organization 
and Quantum Workplace, and retention was measured using archival student-retention 
data. 
Study Site 
A large, not-for-profit university was the subject site for this study. The institution 
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is located in the southeastern region of the United States and is accredited by the 
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. The university is a Hispanic-Serving 
Institution and classified as both High Research Activity and the elective category of 
Community Engaged by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. The 
university’s student body, programmatic offerings, and geographical locations are diverse 
in composition. In 2012, at the time of the survey, classes were offered in 16 states and 
14 countries. The university is a minority-majority university with only 35% of total 
enrollment reporting as White non-Hispanic men and women and the remainder from 
various ethnic-minority categories including Black non-Hispanic, Hispanic, Asian or 
Pacific Islander, and other smaller subsets. In addition to its 315-acre main campus, the 
university operates seven regional campuses throughout the state of Florida and an 
additional regional campus in Puerto Rico.  
Participants 
The participants in this study were employees and students of the subject 
university during the 2011-2012 academic year. For this year, the subject university was 
comprised of 28,551 students and 4,383 employees. The primary gender of the student 
population was women (69.3%), and the largest age grouping was 26–35 years old 
(33.8%). The primary gender of the employee population was women (63.3%), and the 
largest age grouping was 26–35 (26.4%). Chapter 4 provides specific demographic 
information.  
Instrumentation 
The instruments were used in this study included two surveys (one for students, 
the other for employees) as well as archival student enrollment data to determine student 
retention. The first survey, student engagement, was administered using a survey 
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methodology designed in 2007 by the Gallup Organization in cooperation with university 
researchers in its Office of Institutional and Community Engagement and later revised in 
2010 by Performa Higher Education, now renamed Credo Higher Education. The student 
engagement survey (Appendix A) included several quantitative questions using a Likert 
scale. One was a 5-point scale and one was a 6-point scale. Items were rated on a scale of 
strongly disagree to strongly agree or on a scale of not at all important to very important. 
The survey had a few open-ended questions. The survey was distributed to all students 
using a web-based approach. Data collection for the purpose of this study occurred Fall 
2011. All data were collected on the Credo Higher Education secure site; data were 
provided to the university at both the unit and individual levels.  
The second survey, to measure employee engagement in the research setting, was 
administered using a survey methodology designed in 2007 by the Gallup Organization in 
cooperation with university researchers in its Office of Institutional and Community 
Engagement and later revised in 2011 by Quantum Workplace. The survey included 
quantitative questions using a Likert scale similar to the scale described for the student 
survey and a few open-ended questions (Appendix B). The survey was distributed to all 
university employees (faculty, administrators, and staff, and a representative sample of 
part-time faculty) using a web-based approach. Data collection for the purpose of this 
study occurred in Fall 2011. All data were collected on the Quantum Workplace secure 
site, and group data were provided to the university at the unit level.  
The questions from the Quantum Workplace and Credo surveys were asked for 
the purpose of garnering information about employee and student perceptions and 
addressed a variety of key factors in engagement. An internal communication provided 
both employees and students with assurance that data collected were confidential and 
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anonymous. The results of the Quantum Workplace and Credo surveys were reported to 
university leadership in aggregate form. 
Student retention for the period of the study was measured through archival 
enrollment data within the university’s Banner system. Banner is an enterprise resource 
planning system utilized by approximately 1,400 institutions in over 40 countries 
(Ellucian, 2014). Archival data for enrollment by each student and academic unit, by 
semester, for the period examined for this study were retrieved from the Student 
Information System module of Banner. 
Procedures 
 Research Question 1. What is the relationship between student engagement and 
student retention at a large, private, not-for-profit university? To determine the 
relationship between student engagement and student retention, student engagement 
scores were examined as predictors of student retention. For the purpose of the data 
analysis, student retention was defined as being enrolled in any semester between fall of 
2012 and the last summer term in 2013. Historical data gathered through employee 
participation in 2011 by the Quantum Workplace survey were analyzed in conjunction 
with archival student enrollment and subsequent retention data for the same time period. 
Variables from both surveys were entered into a logistic regression model, and student 
engagement was regressed with student retention.  
 The quantitative data were analyzed at the student and the academic unit levels. 
During the study period of 2011, the research setting had 14 degree-granting academic 
units and included the students eligible to participate in the surveys described within this 
chapter. The sampling procedure was a convenience sample. As described by Huck 
(2012), no special screening criteria were established by the writer or the research setting 
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for participants, and thus the nature of the convenience sample. 
 Research Question 2. What is the relationship between employee engagement 
and student retention at a large, private, not-for-profit university? To determine the 
relationship between employee engagement and student retention, employee engagement 
was regressed with student retention. Historical data gathered through employee 
participation in the Credo employee survey during 2011 were analyzed in conjunction 
with archival student enrollment and subsequent retention data for the same time period. 
The sampling procedure was a convenience sample. Principal components analysis 
(PCA) was applied to the employee engagement survey, using varimax rotation.  
 The quantitative data were analyzed at the employee and the academic-unit levels. 
The convenience sample included all faculty and staff who participated in the survey in 
the study period of 2011 in the 14 degree-granting academic units.  
 Research Question 3. To what extent do student engagement and employee 
engagement predict student retention at a large, private, not-for-profit university? The 
results of Research Questions 1 and 2 were used to understand these relationships. To 
address the question regarding the dependent variable of student retention, a logistic 
regression was performed on both independent variables of student engagement and 
employee engagement.  
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Chapter 4: Results 
 The purpose of this quantitative study was threefold: (a) to determine the 
relationship between student engagement and student retention at a large, private, not-for-
profit university; (b) to determine the relationship between employee engagement and 
student retention at the university; and (c) to determine to what extent employee 
engagement and student engagement predict retention at the university. This chapter 
presents the results of the statistical analyses used to make these determinations. This 
chapter begins with a description of the student and employee demographics used in the 
study. The remainder of the chapter presents separate results of data analysis to answer 
each of the three research questions. 
Student Sample Demographics 
 Students for the sample were selected by including any student who (a) had been 
enrolled and had registered at the university for the Fall 2011 term and (b) responded to 
the university’s student engagement survey administered in the Fall 2011 term. The 
sample included 1,546 college students. Within the sample, 70.8% were women, and 
29.2% were men, which was representative of the entire student body population for the 
Fall 2011 term, with the actual enrollment distribution being 69.3% women and 30.7% 
men (see Table 1). Students who identified their ethnicity as White represented 33.9% of 
the sample population. Again, this was representative of the entire student body 
population for the Fall 2011 term, with the actual ethnicity distribution of White students 
at 35.9%. The majority of the sample was full-time students at 62.7% versus an actual 
enrollment of full-time students (also the majority) at 52.5%. Slightly more than a third of 
the student sample were undergraduate students, at 34.5%. This was a higher percentage 
than the actual enrollment distribution of undergraduate students (see Table 1).  
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Table 1 
Percentage Demographics of Students: Sample (Respondents) and University Population  
Demographic 
Respondents  
(N = 1,546) 
University  
(N = 28,551) 
Gender   
Women 70.8 69.3 
Men 29.2 30.7 
Ethnicity   
White 33.9 35.9 
Hispanic or Latino/a 24.2 22.8 
Black 21.3 26.0 
Asian/Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander   6.4   5.4 
Nonresident alien   5.3   3.4 
Other ethnic minority   1.9   1.3 
Unknown   6.9   5.2 
Student class   
Full-time 62.7 52.5 
Part-time 37.3 47.5 
Student status   
Undergraduate 34.5 22.4 
Master’s 27.8 40.1 
Doctorate 15.8 23.4 
Professional 19.2 14.1 
College   
Arts & Sciences 23.2 11.4 
Education 18.0 30.8 
Business 14.0 17.5 
Pharmacy   8.5   3.4 
Psychology   7.6   6.1 
Allied Health   6.3   9.8 
Medicine   5.8   4.0 
Humanities & Social Sciences   3.9   3.0 
Computer Science   3.1   3.8 
Optometry   3.0   1.5 
Law   2.1   4.3 
Oceanographic   1.8   0.9 
Criminal Justice   1.4   1.2 
Dental   1.4   2.1 
Age    
25 & under 42.1 27.8 
26–35 20.6 33.8 
36–45 12.4 17.6 
46–55   7.4 10.5 
56–65   1.9   3.5 
66 & over   0.0   0.3 
Unknown 15.7   6.7 
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Student participation by college varied from actual enrollment, likely a result of 
specific colleges enrolling more undergraduate students than others. The largest group of 
sample respondents, at 42.1%, were aged 25 years and under. The large sample of 
respondents varied slightly from total enrollment as the largest group, or 33.8%, represent 
students aged 26–35. Table 1 shows the student demographic distribution. 
Employee Sample Demographics 
 Employees for the sample were selected by including any employee who had 
completed the university’s annual employee engagement survey administered in early 
spring of the 2011-2012 academic year. The sample included 3,174 employees. Within 
the sample, 65.7% were women, and 34.3% were men, which was representative of the 
entire employee population, calculated for the Fall 2011 term, with the actual employee 
distribution being 63.3% women and 36.7% men (see Table 2). Regarding the length of 
employment as well as participants within college and by age, the distribution of 
employees responding to the survey and included in the sample closely mirrored the 
actual employee population. The largest group of employees within the sample, at 25.5%, 
had been employed by the university 3–5 years, exactly the same as the actual 
distribution of employee tenure calculated for the Fall 2011 term. The majority of the 
employees in the survey were full time, 91.3%, versus 86% for the actual employee 
population. Table 2 shows the employee demographic distribution.  
Data Analysis 
 Survey responses for both the student and employee engagement surveys were 
analyzed using PCA. PCA is a nonparametric dimension-reduction method used to 
analyze multiple data sets (Field, 2009). PCA is an exploratory and predictive 
(multivariate analysis) that converts correlated data to linear and uncorrelated values 
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(Field, 2009).  
Table 2 
Percentage Demographics of Employees: Sample (Respondents) and University 
Employees  
Demographic Respondents (N = 3,174) University (N = 4,383) 
Gender   
Women 65.7 63.3 
Men 34.3 36.7 
Length of employment   
Less than 1 year 12.6 12.8 
1–2 years 17.7 18.8 
3–5 years 25.5 25.5 
6–9 years 17.2 17.3 
10–14 years 13.1 12.7 
15 years or more 13.8 12.9 
Employee class   
Full-time 91.3 86.0 
Part-time   8.7 14.0 
College   
Education 12.2 13.1 
Dental   6.2   6.7 
Allied Health   6.1   5.4 
Arts & Sciences   6.0   5.7 
Business   5.2   6.3 
Medicine   4.6   4.9 
Optometry   3.1   2.5 
Law   2.6   3.1 
Pharmacy   2.5   2.4 
Oceanographic   2.5   2.1 
Psychology   2.3   3.2 
Computer Science   1.3   1.3 
Humanities & Social Sciences   0.7   1.0 
Criminal Justice   0.2   0.4 
Age    
25 & under   5.7   6.9 
26–35 26.2 26.4 
36–45 20.9 20.9 
46–55 18.6 18.2 
56–65 20.8 19.8 
66 & over   7.8   7.8 
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The benefit of PCA comes from reducing the data down to reveal a new linear 
combination or basis (Suhr, 2005). A linear basis was used as a method to explain the 
original data set. Therefore, PCA enables the derivation of fewer variables to provide the 
same information as would be obtained from the larger set of variables (Suhr, 2005). An 
eigenvalue is a measure of explained variance, and eigenvalues greater than 1.0 
determine a factor to be useful (Field, 2009; Suhr, 2005). A composite score was then 
created by calculating the student’s mean score for the single component. 
Research Question 1 
 What is the relationship between student engagement and student retention at a 
large, private, not-for-profit university? To determine the relationship between student 
engagement and student retention, student engagement scores were analyzed as 
predictors of student retention. For the purpose of the analysis, student retention was 
defined as being enrolled in any semester between Fall 2012 and the last summer term in 
2013. Variables from both surveys were entered into a logistic regression model. To 
answer the research question, student retention was regressed with student engagement. 
The results of the analysis revealed that student engagement was not a statistically 
significant predictor of student retention.  
When PCA was applied to the student engagement survey, using varimax 
rotation, the results revealed one component with eigenvalues (Montgomery, Peck, & 
Vining, 2006) greater than 1 that explained 55.2% of the variance. See Table 3 for the 
eignenvalues of the components. 
The component matrix shown in Table 4 details the loadings used for the 
components, which were correlated between the variables and the component. The 
variables were the principal components that were extracted. These components were not 
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interpreted; instead, the only interest on these components was for data reduction.  
Table 3 
Eigenvalues of Principal Component Analysis of Student Engagement  
Survey (N = 1,546) 
Component Initial eigenvalue % of variance 
1 7.179 55.224 
2 0.973   7.486 
3 0.820   6.304 
4 0.638   4.905 
5 0.555   4.271 
6 0.530   4.079 
7 0.429   3.301 
8 0.405   3.114 
9 0.364   2.799 
10 0.326   2.511 
11 0.315   2.421 
12 0.266   2.049 
13 0.200   1.536 
 
Mittlbock and Schemper (1996) studied numerous procedures of extrapolative 
power, R2, and correlation, and a consensus was not discerned. However, the method 
most reported appears to be the Cox and Snell R2 correlation. The Cox and Snell R2 
measures the conditional probability of the dependent variable (in this case student 
retention) given the independent variable (Field, 2009), in this case student engagement. 
Cox and Snell (Field, 2009) has a pseudo R2 (Fultz, 2011) that is less than 1, whereas the 
Nagelkerke (Field, 2009) R2 presents values that extend to 1. Both models present a 
pseudo R2 when used to regress categorical outcome variables (Field, 2009). These 
pseudo R2 values do not have an equivalent to the R2 in the ordinary least squares 
regression. Therefore, consistent with the results of the logistic regression indicating that 
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the results of student engagement was not a predictor of student retention (p = .133), 
Table 5 suggests an R2 of .003 using the pseudo R2 Cox and Snell and an R2 of .005 as 
reported by the calculated Nagelkerke R2, indicating a lack of correlation. 
Table 4 
Component Matrix Output of Student Engagement Survey (N = 1,546) 
Component (survey item) Component 1  
4. The university is an institution I can always trust. .763 
5. I feel proud to be a student at this university. .751 
4. The university’s faculty, staff and administrators always treat me with 
respect.   
.686 
9. I plan to remain an active alumnus of the university after I graduate. .677 
20. The university provides an environment where students can always 
freely share their views with the administration. 
.784 
21. The university provides an environment where students can always 
freely share their views with the faculty. 
.805 
22. The university provides an environment where faculty and staff are 
encouraged to share their views with the administration. 
.792 
23. The university provides an environment where it is easy to stay in 
touch with faculty, staff and other fellow students. 
.772 
25. The university offers a range of opportunities to get involved with the 
local community. 
.576 
29. I feel a strong sense of belonging at the university. .784 
31. Faculty at this school inspires me to do much more than I thought I 
could. 
.759 
33. Faculty at the university are committed to providing students with a 
rich and rewarding educational experience. 
.779 
 
Table 5 
Model Summary With Student Engagement as a Predictor of Student Retention 
Step -2 log likelihood Cox & Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 
1 753.202a .003 .005 
aEstimation terminated at Iteration No. 4 because parameter estimates changed by less than .001. 
Table 6 displays the calculated regression equation for the dependent variable, 
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student retention, with the independent variable of student engagement. The Wald 
statistic and significance level were used to test the hypothesis that student engagement 
was a predictor of student engagement (Field, 2009). With a significance level greater 
than .05, namely .13 and .369, the hypothesis was rejected, indicating that student 
engagement was not a predictor of student retention.  
Table 6 
Variables in the Equation With Student Engagement as a Predictor of Student Retention 
Variable B SE Wald df p Exp(B) 
Student engagement .235 .155 2.292 1 .130 1.265 
Constant .583 .649 .809 1 .369 1.792 
 
Table 7 includes all the variables used to determine student retention by student 
engagement, using the components of Security and Belonging by college within the 
university. Note that none of the variables were significant for student engagement as a 
determinant of student retention.  
Research Question 2 
 What is the relationship between employee engagement and student retention at a 
large, private not-for-profit university? To determine the relationship between employee 
engagement and student retention, retention was regressed with employee engagement. 
The logistic regression revealed that student retention was indeed associated with 
employee engagement at the university level. 
PCA was applied to the employee engagement survey, using varimax rotation 
(Ender, 2014; “Factor Analysis in SPSS,” 2015). The results revealed four components 
(labeled Security, Self-Actualization, Belonging, and Importance) with eigenvalues 
greater than 1 that explained 63.9% of the variance (see Table 8). 
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Table 7 
Security and Belonging Component of Student Engagement by College 
Variable B SE Wald df p Exp(B) 
Student engagement    0.293         0.163   3.240   1   .072 1.340 
Criminal Justice   30.645 13   .004  
Allied Health -19.467 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Education -19.581 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Arts & Sciences -20.238 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Osteopathic -19.451 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Optometry -18.445 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Pharmacy -17.850 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Human Services -17.555 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Dental    0.087 17370.153   0.000   1 1.000 1.091 
Computer Science -20.157 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Law -19.861 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Business -19.989 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Psychology -19.758 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Oceanography -19.427 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 0.000 
Constant  19.984 14183.467   0.000   1   .999 477322871.280 
 
 These consolidations were based on similar component loadings and qualitative 
judgments; Security was combined with Belonging. For the same reason, Importance was 
combined with Self-Actualization. Thus, two final merged components were created for 
further analysis: (a) Self-Actualization and Importance and (b) Security and Belonging. 
Composite scores were then created by calculating the employee’s mean score on each of 
the two components.  
A logistic regression with employee engagement as a predictor for student 
retention resulted in a calculated p-value of .000, df = 13, chi-square = 58.861. This result 
implied that employee engagement was a statistically significant predictor of student 
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retention. Employee engagement was a statistically significant predictor of retention for 
the university overall, but not necessarily at the college level. 
Table 8 
Eigenvalues of Principal Component Analysis of Employee Engagement Survey (N = 
3,174) 
Component 
Initial 
eigenvalue % of variance  
Rotation sum of 
squared loadings % of variance 
1 12.523 48.167  5.343 20.551 
2   1.821   7.004  4.549 17.497 
3   1.257   4.833  4.166 16.021 
4   1.028   3.954  2.571   9.889 
5   0.935   3.597    
6   0.771   2.965    
7   0.670   2.575    
8   0.643   2.473    
9   0.591   2.273    
10   0.553   2.127    
11   0.521   2.005    
12   0.504   1.937    
13   0.457   1.758    
14   0.447   1.719    
15   0.418   1.608    
16   0.394   1.514    
17   0.382   1.469    
18   0.332   1.276    
19   0.321   1.236    
20   0.279   1.072    
21   0.263   1.011    
22   0.222   0.853    
23   0.204   0.785    
24   0.173   0.667    
25   0.152   0.585    
26   0.139   0.534    
In contrast to the results of this logistic regression, indicating that the results of 
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employee engagement were a predictor of student retention (p = .000), Table 9 suggests 
an R2 of .036 using the pseudo R2 (Fultz, 2011) Cox and Snell and an R2 of .059 as 
reported by the calculated Nagelkerke R2, indicating a lack of correlation.  
Table 9 
Model Summary With Employee Engagement as a Predictor of Student Retention 
Step -2 log likelihood Cox & Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 
1 1399.838a .036 .059 
aEstimation terminated at Iteration No. 20 because maximum iterations had been reached. Final  
solution could not be found. 
The results from both Cox and Snell and Nagelkerke could be interpreted as 
results in the range of 0 to .1, indicating poor improvement in the fit. Therefore, although 
the results of the logistic regression indicated a level of significance, the results of the 
Cox and Snell and Nagelkerke tests indicated a poor performance in fit. Recall that of the 
13 component variables, only four were deemed to explain about 64% of the results of 
student retention. 
As shown in Table 10, the rotated component matrix of the employee engagement 
survey, the component of Belonging only had two significant values (0.847 and 0.852). 
These two component questions were associated with Security; therefore, the component 
of Security was then labeled Security and Belonging. Importance also only had two 
significant values (0.708 and 0.738), which were consolidated with Self-Actualization, 
which was then labeled Self-Actualization and Importance (see Table 11). Therefore, two 
components, (a) Security and Belonging and (b) Self-Actualization and Importance, were 
used in the logistic regression. Only Security and Belonging was used as a factor loading 
for employee engagement. Self-Actualization and Importance did not load as a factor in 
employee engagement. 
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Table 10 
Component Matrix Output of Employee Engagement Survey: Security and Belonging 
Component (survey item) 
Component 
Security Belonging 
17. I know how I fit into the university’s future plans. .510 .342 
51. I have a close and trusting relationship with one or more 
coworker(s). 
.278 .311 
4. My benefits meet my (and my family’s) needs well. .225 .038 
31. The university cares a great deal about my personal safety. .574 .206 
18. I understand how my job helps the university achieve 
success. 
.567 .273 
27. My immediate supervisor regularly gives me constructive 
feedback on my job performance. 
.192 .847 
38. I would like to be working at the university one year from 
today. 
.413 .319 
39. I have received the training I need to do my job well. .269 .467 
40. I see professional growth and career development 
opportunities for myself at the university. 
.386 .509 
20. If I contribute to the university's success, I know I will be 
recognized. 
.435 .547 
22. My job allows me to utilize my strengths. .198 .464 
23. This job is in alignment with my career goals. .155 .296 
21. I am always thinking about ways to do my job better. .496 .004 
28. My immediate supervisor cares about my development. .189 .852 
24. I enjoy doing my work. .250 .164 
11. The university offers a range of opportunities to get 
involved with the local community. 
.659 .086 
25. I find my job interesting and challenging. .189 .145 
26. My current job brings out my most creative ideas. .169 .236 
12. Considering the value I bring to the university, I feel I am 
paid fairly. 
.244 .176 
13. The university makes investments in me to be more 
successful. 
.485 .344 
14. The leaders of the university are committed to making it a 
great place to work. 
.624 .409 
41. I recommend the university as a great place to work. .611 .447 
50. The leaders of the university demonstrate integrity. .638 .409 
8. My unit (academic or administrative) collaborates well with 
other units at the university. 
.492 .563 
3. The quality of education provided at the university offers an 
excellent value for the money for students. 
.729 .182 
19. I understand the university’s plans for future success. .736 .256 
Note. N = 3,174. Bolded items significant. 
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Table 11 
Component Matrix Output of Employee Engagement Survey: Self-Actualization and 
Importance 
Component (survey item) 
Component 
Self-
Actualization Importance 
17. I know how I fit into the university’s future plans. .275 .289 
51. I have a close and trusting relationship with one or more 
coworker(s). 
.233 .085 
4. My benefits meet my (and my family’s) needs well. .110 .708 
31. The university cares a great deal about my personal safety. .138 .315 
18. I understand how my job helps the university achieve 
success. 
.411 .015 
27. My immediate supervisor regularly gives me constructive 
feedback on my job performance. 
.178 .056 
38. I would like to be working at the university one year from 
today. 
.455 .144 
39. I have received the training I need to do my job well. .347 .173 
40. I see professional growth and career development 
opportunities for myself at the university. 
.410 .305 
20. If I contribute to the university's success, I know I will be 
recognized. 
.283 .375 
22. My job allows me to utilize my strengths. .644 .206 
23. This job is in alignment with my career goals. .697 .268 
21. I am always thinking about ways to do my job better. .546 -.228 
28. My immediate supervisor cares about my development. .233 .073 
24. I enjoy doing my work. .764 .088 
11. The university offers a range of opportunities to get 
involved with the local community. 
.258 .131 
25. I find my job interesting and challenging. .861 .157 
26. My current job brings out my most creative ideas. .800 .246 
12. Considering the value I bring to the university, I feel I am 
paid fairly. 
.223 .738 
13. The university makes investments in me to be more 
successful. 
.235 .506 
14. The leaders of the university are committed to making it a 
great place to work. 
.207 .395 
41. I recommend the university as a great place to work. .265 .362 
50. The leaders of the university demonstrate integrity. .152 .318 
8. My unit (academic or administrative) collaborates well with 
other units at the university. 
.160 .153 
3. The quality of education provided at the university offers an 
excellent value for the money for students. 
.182 .225 
19. I understand the university’s plans for future success. .167 .216 
Note. N = 3,174. Bolded items significant. 
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Table 12 includes all the variables used to determine student retention by 
employee engagement using Security and Belonging by college within the university. 
Note that only Pharmacy had a significant level less than .05, indicating that for that 
particular college, there was a relationship between employee retention and employee 
engagement, but not for any of the other colleges. 
Table 12 
Security and Belonging Component of Employee Engagement by College 
Variable B SE Wald df p Exp(B) 
Criminal Justice   37.362 13 .000  
Allied Health  -0.161 0.608   0.070   1 .792 0.852 
Education   0.124 0.578   0.046   1 .830 1.132 
Arts & Sciences  -0.396 0.569   0.485   1 .486 0.673 
Osteopathic   0.232 0.627   0.136   1 .712 1.261 
Optometry   1.216 0.816   2.221   1 .136 3.373 
Pharmacy   1.427 0.678   4.432   1 .035 4.168 
Human Services   1.210 0.759   2.540   1 .111 3.353 
Dental 19.756 8569.170   0.000   1 .998 380111732.884 
Computer Science   0.019 0.668   0.001   1 .977 1.020 
Law   0.239 0.739   0.105   1 .746 1.271 
Business  -0.112 0.580   0.037   1 .847 0.894 
Psychology   0.016 0.604   0.001   1 .979 1.016 
Oceanography   0.673 0.826   0.665   1 .415 1.961 
Constant   1.447 0.556   6.779   1 .009 4.250 
 
Research Question 3 
To what extent do employee engagement and student engagement predict student 
retention at a large, private not-for-profit university? To answer the question, student 
retention, the dependent variable, was regressed on both independent variables student 
engagement and employee engagement. A logistic regression with both student and 
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employee engagement as predictors of student retention identified that using both 
together resulted in a significance value of .000, chi-square = 55.974, df = 13, indicating 
that the results were statistically significant at the university level. Whereas student 
engagement alone as a predictor of retention was not significant, student engagement did 
increase to significance as a predictor of retention when used in conjunction with 
employee engagement. When applied individually at each college level, neither student 
nor employee engagement was a significant predictor (Tables 7 and 12). 
Table 13 displays an R2 of .069 using the pseudo R2 (Fultz, 2011) Cox and Snell 
and an R2 of .114 as reported by the calculated Nagelkerke R2. Whereas the Cox and 
Snell R2 indicated a weak correlation, the Nagelkerke R2 of .114 revealed a modest 
improvement in the logistic regression of student and employee engagement as a 
predictor of student retention.  
Table 13 
Model Summary With Both Engagement Types (Student and Employee) as  
a Combined Predictor of Student Retention 
Step -2 log likelihood Cox & Snell R2 Nagelkerke R2 
1 697.228a .069 .114 
aEstimation terminated at Iteration No. 20 because maximum iterations had been reached.  
Final solution could not be found. 
The results from both Cox and Snell and Nagelkerke could be interpreted as 
results in the range of 0 to .1, indicating poor improvement in the fit, and .1 to .3 as a 
modest improvement. Therefore, although the results of the logistic regression indicated a 
level of significance, the results of Cox and Snell and Nagelkerke tests indicated a poor to 
modest improvement performance in fit, but still not moderate nor strong. Recall that of 
the 13 variables, only four were deemed to explain about 64% of the results of student 
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retention. 
Conclusion 
Three research questions were answered using logistic regression from PCA and 
eigenvalues determination. For Research Question 1, a statistically significant 
relationship was not found between student engagement and student retention at the 
research setting. For Research Question 2, employee engagement did appear to be 
statistically significant as a predictor of student retention at the research setting. When 
both variables, student engagement and employee engagement, were regressed together 
as a predictor for student retention, there was a significant correlation at the university 
level. Therefore, for Research Question 3, student engagement, when used with employee 
engagement, became a significant contributor to student retention. This significance was 
calculated based on total university engagement results. When student engagement and 
employee engagement were examined, either individually or combined, at each college 
within the university, both were determined not to be significant. Significance was only 
found at the university level. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
Overview of the Study 
This study was performed as an examination of the relationship between 
employee engagement and student engagement and retention at a large, private, not-for-
profit research university. It was performed using archival enrollment and student 
retention data collected from the 2011-2012 academic year as well as archival data from 
student and employee engagement surveys that academic year. The problem addressed in 
this study was flat overall employee engagement scores combined with lower than 
desired student retention. The purpose of the study was to examine both university 
student and university employee engagement in the context of their relationship to 
student retention. To address the purpose of the study, three specific research questions 
related to the topics of student engagement, employee engagement, and student retention 
at the research setting were analyzed. The sample population for the study included those 
individuals who completed the university’s employee engagement and student 
engagement surveys in the 2011-2012 academic year. Using logistic regression statistical 
modeling, the answers to the research questions were revealed. 
Findings of the Study in Relationship to Research Questions 
Each of the three research questions was asked with a specific purpose in mind 
relative to a relationship to student retention. The first question addressed the relationship 
between student engagement and student retention at the research setting. The second 
question addressed the relationship between employee engagement and student retention 
at the research setting. The third question addressed the relationship of both student and 
employee engagement to student retention.  
Research Question 1. The first research question examined the relationship 
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between student engagement and student retention at a large, private, not-for-profit 
university. Utilizing the results of the university’s student engagement survey from the 
2011-2012 academic year, the relationship to student retention was analyzed using 
logistic regression to reveal if student engagement was a predictor for student retention. 
The findings revealed that student engagement was not a statistically significant predictor 
of student retention. Adelman (2004) found that high school academic course rigor and 
achievement, as defined by class rank or GPA, were factors impacting postsecondary 
degree completion. The student engagement survey utilized for the study did not take into 
account these factors and thus could be a contributor to the finding.  
Research Question 2. The second research question examined the relationship 
between employee engagement and student retention at a large, private, not-for-profit 
university. Utilizing the results of the university’s employee engagement survey from the 
2011-2012 academic year, the relationship to student retention was analyzed using 
logistic regression to reveal if employee engagement was a predictor for student 
retention. The findings revealed that employee engagement was associated with student 
retention at the university level, however not necessarily at the college level. Perhaps 
these results were to be expected, as the recurring themes within the literature discuss 
outcomes of employee engagement in terms of overall business outcomes, not of a 
specific unit. For example, research has shown the positive correlation of employee 
engagement to financial performance and organizational behavior (Goel et al., 2013; 
Harter et al., 2003; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Musgrove et al., 2014; Ozguner & 
Ozguner, 2014; Rana et al., 2014; Shuck & Reio, 2011). 
Research Question 3. The third research question examined the relationship 
between student engagement and employee engagement to student retention. Utilizing the 
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results of both the student engagement and employee engagement surveys from the 2011-
2012 academic year, the relationship to student retention was analyzed using logistic 
regression to reveal if, when taken together, student engagement and employee 
engagement were a predictor for student retention. The findings revealed that whereas 
student engagement alone was not a statistically significant predictor of student retention, 
when used with employee engagement, student engagement did increase to a significant 
predictor of retention at the university level. Consistent with the findings of Research 
Question 2, however, the same results were not necessarily achieved at the college or 
academic-unit level.  
The findings of this study suggest that student engagement alone was not a 
statistically significant factor in predicting retention at the research setting. However, 
employee engagement was associated with student retention at the university level. 
Although many members of the academy have a distaste for the identification of students 
as a customer, the finding from Research Question 3 are similar to those of Salanova et 
al. (2005), whose research identified a linkage between employee engagement and 
customer loyalty. When used together, both student engagement and employee 
engagement were revealed as a statistically significant predictor of student retention at 
the university level. 
Implications 
The implications for the research setting are to continue its work toward 
improving its student engagement and employee engagement outcomes. Jaschik and 
Lederman (2015) found that only 20% of faculty felt that they had praise or recognition 
in their work. A perception of being valued is necessary for an individual to achieve the 
highest level of employee engagement in the work setting (Smith, 2014). At the research 
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setting, perhaps a mechanism for more frequent and varied communication of faculty 
recognition should be considered. 
As the university goals include increasing student retention, both student 
engagement and employee engagement are a statistically significant predictor of student 
retention at the university level. An engaged workforce benefits a healthy and robust 
collegiate environment. According to Jaschik and Lederman (2015), attributes of engaged 
employees include loyalty, productivity, positive attitudes about their work, and 
involvement. Tinto (2012) opined that institutions of higher education have an obligation 
to ensure student success. It will be important to the university to continue to pay 
attention to employee engagement and student engagement in order to meet its 
established goals for student retention.  
Limitations 
 Several limitations may affect the ability to generalize the findings and might 
impact the findings. This research study utilized self-report instruments, and participants 
might not consistently reflect their perceptions, opinions, or viewpoints over time; 
therefore, the instruments might be a limitation of this study. Sambrook, Jones, and 
Doloriert (2014) questioned the effectiveness of such surveys as a tool for the research on 
employee engagement: “How can responses to an annual one-off self-report 
questionnaire augment our understanding of what it means to be engaged, who and what 
facilitates this, and why and when an employee engages at/with work?” (p. 176). Also, 
the design used in this research study was not a true experimental research design and 
therefore has weaknesses related to internal validity.  
The sample utilized for the study was one of convenience within one university 
setting with no special screening criteria. As noted by Huck (2012), with this type of 
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sample, “the inference in these studies extend only to the individuals who are similar to 
those who returned completed surveys” (p. 104). Results will vary with this type of 
sample. Therefore, combined with the data collection being from a single university 
setting, the generalizability of the results may be limited. 
An additional limitation may be related to the study’s unit-level analysis. 
According to Harter et al. (2003), a collection of data at the unit level has several 
benefits. The first is efficiency. The second is that at the “business-unit or workgroup 
level, each item score is an average of many individuals’ scores” (Harter et al., 2003, p. 
2). The third is reliability, with business-unit-level scores being as reliable, as “dimension 
scores are in individual-level analysis” (Harter et al., 2003, p. 2). However, unit-level 
analysis greatly reduces sample size that may impact the generalizability of the study 
(Woltman, Feldstain, MacKay & Rocchi, 2012). 
For the purpose of the study, results from the university’s 2011-2012 academic 
year student engagement and employee engagement surveys were used as the basis for 
statistical analysis. Although both surveys were administered by an independent 
organization, utilizing a Likert scale, the questions were designed by staff at the research 
setting. The questions asked included items that might not have been included if the 
intended purpose of the survey was for statistical research for the purpose of analyzing 
the results as they related to predicting student retention. By utilizing the results of the 
surveys only a very brief, time-limited, snapshot of student engagement and employee 
engagement was captured. Also, the answers to the questions were self-reported, and only 
those that chose to participate in the survey were included for analysis. Perhaps these 
items impacted the results of the study. 
 For the data analysis of the study, both undergraduate and graduate (and first-
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professional) student retention was analyzed by academic unit. At the college or 
academic-unit level, this meant that those with a combined undergraduate and graduate 
student population achieved a blended rate of student retention. As identified by Stagg 
and Kimmins (2014), whereas significant attention is paid by institutions of higher 
education to undergraduate retention, graduate student retention receives a 
“disproportionately low” amount of attention (p. 142). Perhaps this choice affected the 
results of the study. 
 For the data analysis of the study related to employee engagement, faculty, staff, 
and administration were analyzed together as one employee class. A student’s 
relationship to the faculty is important to retention (Chaden, 2013; Tinto, 2012). 
However, Jaschik and Lederman (2015) in their examination of faculty engagement noted 
that only slightly more than one third of faculty are engaged in their work. Perhaps if 
faculty were segregated from staff and administration, the result of the relationship of 
employee engagement as a predictor of student retention might have been different. 
 The timing of administration of the student engagement and employee 
engagement surveys might have been a limitation. The two surveys were not 
administered at the same time. In addition, the student engagement survey was 
administered in October, during the first semester on campus for many students. Perhaps 
this was not enough time to be on campus to adequately measure a new student’s level of 
engagement. As institutions of higher education have a distinct academic cycle, this 
timing might have affected the results of the study; if the results had excluded students 
within their first semester on campus, the findings might have differed. 
 Archival data for the 2011-2012 academic year were chosen for the statistical 
analysis. However, during this particular year the research setting had experienced 
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transition at the senior leadership level of the university, including its president and 
executive vice president (also chief operating officer). Also, a new university mission, 
vision, and core values had just been revealed. Perhaps the degree of institutional change 
at the research setting impacted the results of both surveys. 
 Student engagement, utilizing the results of the student engagement survey, was 
found not to be a statistically significant factor in predicting student retention. This 
appears counterintuitive and going against the grain of discussion by Kuh (2013). Kuh 
identified high-impact programs such as experiential learning and 1st-year experience as 
having a positive impact on student engagement. Perhaps by limiting the analysis of 
student engagement to the limited question set and results of the student engagement 
survey, the results were not as complete as they would have been had the analysis 
included the survey along with other measures of student engagement such as 
participation in high-impact programs.  
Recommendations for Further Research 
 Higher education is in a state of change, including changing student demands and 
needs (Gansemer-Topf, 2013). The retention of students industry wide remains an 
important challenge, vital to university finances, and an outcome measure of institutional 
success (Cochran et al., 2014). As noted within Chapter 2, after a comprehensive 
literature review of scholarly articles, only one study linking employee engagement to 
student retention could be identified, performed by Betts (2009). Betts’s study was 
limited to one online graduate program in one discipline, nursing. Thus, the gap in 
knowledge identified was partially filled by this current study. 
 The writer encourages further future research on student engagement and 
employee engagement as predictors of student retention. Specific recommendations for 
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future studies involve segregating faculty from staff and administrators as an employee 
engagement group to be studied as a predictor of student retention. These two categories 
of employees within a higher education setting perform very different functions and have 
different levels of interaction with students. 
 In addition, with regard to student engagement, due consideration should be given 
to excluding the student engagement scores of those students within their first semester of 
study, and the results of undergraduate students should be separated from graduate and 
first-professional students. As discussed by Prescott and Simpson (2004), the first 2 
weeks of a new period of study and right after the study period ends are vulnerable times 
for student attrition. By excluding students in their 1st year of study, student data will 
only be captured for those students who have had time to understand the institution and 
develop a sense of their own engagement levels. 
 Future research also should factor other measures of student engagement into the 
data analysis. An example of an additional data point that could be included is the level 
of student cocurricular involvement. Finally, consideration should be given to utilizing a 
survey tool for student engagement that is more widely adopted for comparison purposes, 
such as the National Survey of Student Engagement, rather than a home-grown survey 
created by the institution studied. 
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Student Engagement Survey Questions 
 
 
1. Thinking about the university overall, how satisfied are you with this university? 
 
2. If you could begin your university education again, how likely would you be to 
choose this university? 
 
3. How likely are you to recommend this university to a prospective student? 
 
4. Please rate the level of agreement you have with the following statements regarding 
the university. 
 
• Trust. This university is an institution I can always trust. 
• Fair. This university’s faculty, staff and administration always treat me 
fairly and with respect. 
• Problem. If a problem arises, I can always count on this university’s 
faculty, staff and/or administrators to reach a fair and satisfactory 
resolution. 
 
5. I feel proud to be a student at this university. 
 
6. This university is the perfect school for me. 
 
7. I can’t imagine life without this university. 
 
8. Education at this university represents an excellent overall value for the money. 
 
9. I plan to remain an active alumnus of this university after I graduate. 
 
10. This university has a great reputation. 
 
11. This university has a strong alumni network. 
 
12. This university is financially well-endowed to ensure successful growth. 
 
13. This university has a strong teaching reputation. 
 
14. This university has a strong research reputation. 
 
15. This university has a strong community service reputation. 
 
16. The various academic programs and schools across the university work well together. 
 
17. The various administrative units across the university work well together. 
 
18. There is always open communication throughout all levels and across all units of the 
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university. 
 
19. The information provided by university staff regarding admission, financial aid, 
requirements for graduation, etc., is always current and accurate. 
 
20. This university provides an environment where students can always freely share their 
views with the administration. 
 
21. This university provides an environment where students can always freely share their 
views with the faculty. 
 
22. This university provides an environment where faculty and staff are encouraged to 
share their views with the administration. 
 
23. This university provides an environment where it is easy to stay in touch with faculty, 
staff and other fellow students. 
 
24. This university has the infrastructure and processes to make an international student, 
such as myself, feel at home. 
 
25. This university offers a range of opportunities to get involved with the local 
community. 
 
26. I am involved in at least one co-curricular activity, such as clubs, student 
organizations, student government, athletics, intramurals, student employment, or any 
other form of student involvement outside of the classroom. 
 
27. This university provided the library services, resources, and skills needed to be a 
lifelong learner.  
 
28. In general, did you find your university library research training to provide you with 
the necessary research skills to satisfy your program of study? 
 
29. I feel a strong sense of belonging at the university. 
 
30. Please rank the following factors in order of their influence in enhancing your sense 
of well-being at this university.  
 
Please rank from 1 to 7, where 1 represents the highest rank or greatest priority, and 7 
represents the lowest rank or lowest priority. 
 
• Faculty 
• Staff 
• Administration 
• Fellow Students 
• Technology 
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• Campus Infrastructure 
• Other (including extracurricular activities) 
 
31. Faculty at this school inspires me to do much more than I thought I could. 
 
32. The faculty and fellow students at the university challenge me in a way that enhances 
my critical thinking ability. 
 
33. Faculty at the university are committed to providing students with a rich and 
rewarding educational experience. 
 
34. At this university, I have the opportunity to apply what I learn in class to a practical 
setting. 
 
35. I am confident that an education at this university significantly increases my chances 
for obtaining a better job. 
 
36. Clinical experiences and work application are highly encouraged as part of learning at 
the university. 
 
37. This university offers significant opportunities for students to collaborate with faculty 
to do scholarly research. 
 
38. The university cares a great deal about my personal safety. 
 
39. The leadership of the university makes me enthusiastic about the future. 
 
40. I trust the current leadership of the university to turn it into a world-class institution. 
 
41. Based on your opinion, what should be the order of priority given by leadership to the 
following activities to ensure sustainable growth at this university?  
Please rank from 1 to 7, where 1 represents the highest rank or greatest priority, and 7 
represents the lowest rank or lowest priority. 
 
• Build the endowment 
• Initiate activities that promote the university 
• Improve the quality of education 
• Build a stronger undergraduate program 
• Build a unified vision for the institution 
• Increase the number of distinguished faculty hired 
• Build a stronger alumni base 
 
42. Please select your gender. 
 
43. What is your race/ethnicity? 
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44. What is your age? 
 
45. Are you also a university employee? 
 
46. Please provide any comments you would like to share with the university faculty, 
administration and leadership.  
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Employee Engagement Survey Questions 
 
1. This university offers an excellent environment for students and faculty to be 
actively involved in academic exchange. 
2. I have a great deal of confidence in the university’s commitment to 
achieving/improving student learning outcomes. 
3. The quality of education provided at the university offers an excellent value for the 
money for students. 
4. My benefits meet my (and my family's) needs well. 
5. Coworkers are kept well informed of what is happening here at work. 
6. The university provides an environment where faculty and staff are encouraged to 
share their views freely with the administration. 
7. There is always open communication throughout all levels and across all units of the 
university. 
8. My unit (academic or administrative) collaborates well with other units at the 
university. 
9. Differences in views, interpretations and reactions derived from diversity are 
important. 
10. I feel a strong sense of belonging at this university. 
11. The university offers a range of opportunities to get involved with the local 
community. 
12. Considering the value I bring to the university, I feel I am paid fairly. 
13. The university makes investments in me to be more successful. 
14. The leaders of this university are committed to making it a great place to work. 
15. The leaders of this university value people as their most important resource. 
16. I believe this university will be successful in the future. 
17. I know how I fit into the university’s future plans. 
18. I understand how my job helps the university achieve success. 
19. I understand the university’s plans for future success. 
20. If I contribute to the university’s success, I know I will be recognized. 
21. I am always thinking about ways to do my job better. 
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22. My job allows me to utilize my strengths. 
23. This job is in alignment with my career goals. 
24. I enjoy doing my work. 
25. I find my job interesting and challenging. 
26. My current job brings out my most creative ideas. 
27. My immediate supervisor regularly gives me constructive feedback on my job 
performance. 
28. My immediate supervisor cares about my development. 
29. I trust and respect my immediate supervisor. 
30. I am familiar with the university mission. 
31. The university cares a great deal about my personal safety. 
32. I believe that policies and procedures are enforced consistently and evenly across all 
units at the university. 
33. The university is financially well-endowed to ensure successful growth. 
34. The university has a strong alumni network across the country. 
35. The university has a strong teaching reputation. 
36. The university has a strong research reputation. 
37. The university has a strong community service reputation. 
38. I would like to be working at this university one year from today. 
39. I have received the training I need to do my job well. 
40. I see professional growth and career development opportunities for myself at this 
university. 
41. I recommend this university as a great place to work. 
42. Senior leadership is committed to responding to the results of this survey. 
43. My manager shared the results of the last survey with our team. 
44. Our team developed action plans to address issues raised by the last survey’s results. 
45. I noticed positive change as a result of the last survey. 
46. My unit effectively collaborates and leverages individual strengths. 
47. The people I work with most closely are committed to producing top quality work. 
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48. Goals and accountabilities are clear to everyone on my team. 
49. I trust the senior leadership team to lead the university to future success. 
50. The leaders of the university demonstrate integrity. 
51. I have a close and trusting relationship with one or more coworker(s). 
 
 
